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THE PROBLEM 
To estinate the rajor consequences of certain US courses of action 


with respect to Ciba . 


THE £cSTIIrnte 


STATUS @ SOVIET MILT EvILDuP Wi CvEA 


le Firm evidence ircicates the presence in Cuba of four PREM ad 
two IRe™% laur:h sites in various steges of construction and crganzexr ~~ 
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into εἴ least three resicerts. Of these, two regizcuts of elekt 
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lsuciters each are tobile and designed to launch IRBs with a rasge of 
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2. The 16 launchers for 1,100 n.m. MRBMs must be considered opera- 


tional now. Four of the fixed launchers for the 2,200 n.m. IRBMs coulda 
ne 


ee, 


“29 cprobebly becone operational within the next six veeks. The other four 
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would become operational in 8 to 10 weeks. 


the construction of 
- ; om 
at least one probcble nuclear storage facility is a strong indication 
of the Soviet intent to provide nuclear warheads. In any case, it is 
prudent to assume that when the missiles are otherwise operational, 
nuclear warheads will be available. These could be brought in by afr, 


subcarine, or surface ship. 


3. We esticate that operational MR8M missiles cun be fired in 
dition of resdiness. After the IRBM sites are completed and misciles 
are on launcher, ea state of readiness cf five hours may be waintained. 
Both systems are believed to be previded vith two missiles per launcler, 


providing a refire capability fron esch leuncher after about for to 


ix additicual hours for the MAEMs and six to eight bours for the ΤΆ: 2. 


ἃ, It 16 possible that further evidence will uncover additional 
launch sites which are presently undetected, but the extent of our 


coverage leais us to believe that such evicesrze would not drasticslly 
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increase the total nov deployed. On the other hand, new deployments coulc 
be started et any time. 
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5. The inventory of other tajor Soviet weapons now identified in 
Cuba includes; 


a 


δ. 22 IL-28 jet light bonbers, of vhich one igs assembled ard 
ED 
“three others have been uncrated; 
be 279 MIG-21 jet fighters, of which 35 are assexzbled and four 
a ee . 
ere etill crates, and 62 other jet fighters of less advanced tyres; 
ce. 24 SA-2 sites, of which 16 are believed to be individually 
eae 
operaticzsl with 55:5 missiles on launcher; 


fr—icrutse missile sites for coastal defense, of which 2 


are now operational; 


δ. 12 POT EE STus ce =ir-il- zitrol boats, 41} probably opera- 
χ.ς 


tionsl or nearly 60. -- 


6. Cuban-besed MEMS and IPBMs with nuclear warheads would augzent 
the present Livited Soviet ICBM capability by virtue of their ability to 
strike at sicilar types of targets with warbesds of generally sintiar 
yields. In the near future, therefore, Soviet gross capabilities for 
iritiel attack on US rilitary ard civilien tergets can be increased con- 
eiderably by Cutan-besea cissiles. However, the deplcy-ent of these 
tissiles in Cuba will probably not, in the Soviet jucccest, insure de- 


struction of tbe US secozd strike capability to a degree which woulda 
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eliminate an unacceptably heevy retaliatory attack on the USSR. If the 
missile buildup in Cuba continues, the Boviet capability to blunt a re- 


taliatory attack will be progressively enhanced. 


PURPOSE Of SOVIET BUILDUP o “ 


Ἴ. Αἰ major Soviet objective in their rilitary buildup in Cube is 
nr ESS RSD 


to demonstrate tkst the world balance of forces has shifted so fer in 
fensive pover even into its own hezisphere. In this connection they 
essume, Of course, that these deployments sooner or later will become 


pudlicly known. At the sare tine, they expect their missile forces in 
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bility vis-a-vis the US. 


_ 
8. Consequently, it 4s unlitely that the USSR is installing there 
missiles pricariiy in order to use them in bargaining for U:; cozcersicc: 
elsewhere. Msreover, the public withdrawal of Soviet uinsiles frou Cute 
would create sericus problexs in ¢bhe USSR'’s reietione witb Castro; it 
would cast doubt on the firmness of the Soviet intention to protect th: 


Cestro regize exi porkaps on their corcaitcents eleewhere. 
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US ACQUIESCENCE IN TSE BUILDUP 


9. If the US acqulesces to the presence of strategic pissiles in Cuba, 
ve believe that the Soviets will continue the buildup. We have no basis 
for estimating the force level vbich they would wish to reach, but it cecrse 


entirely clear now that they are going well beyond a tokem capability. 


10. This course of US action would provide etrong encoursgenent to 
Comommirets, pro-Compunists, and the more anti-American sectors of opinion 
in latin Amcrica. We believe that, especially over the long run, there 
would be loss of confidence in US pover and determination and a serious 
Geclir2 of US influence, particularly in Latin Averica. Should any eddi- 
tional latin American governzert fall to the Communists the Ecviets would 
feel free to establish bases in the country in question 47 they cbose. 

A τοῖο: imo~itiste consequence would be that the Soviets would probably 
esticate lower risks in pressing the US hard in cther confrontations, 


such as Berlin. 


EFFECT ΟΞ WARNING 


11, If the US corfronts Khrushebev with its knowledge of the MREM 
deploycent and presses for a withdrawal, we do not believe the Soviets 
would halt the deployment. Instead, they would propose regotiations oa 
the general question of foreicn bases, claining equal right to estedlish 


Soviet tases ani assuring the US of tight control over the uissiles. 
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They would probably link Cuhe vith the Berlin situation and emphasize 
their patience and preference for negotiations, implying that Berlin vas 
beld hostage to US ections in Cuba. 


22. There is some slight chance that e warning to Castro might make 
a difference, since the Sovicts could regard this as ἃ chance to stand 
aside, but it also would gi-< tine for offers to negotiate, continued 
buildup, and counterpressures, and we think the result in the end vould 


be the same. 


13. Any warning would of course degrade the elerent of strprise in 


@ subsequent US attack. 


A US BLOCKADE 


14. Two basic modes of blockade could be considered: total and 
selective. we Lelieve that ¢-su οἷος a tctal blockade individual aire 
craft and submarines might get througk to deliver vital military 342: -:, 
@.Z., nuclear warheads. Even the rest severe blockade would not deprive 
the Soviets of the use of missiles already in Cuba for a nucleer ctriks 


on the US. 


15. Urier any forn of blockade, the Soviets would concentrate co 
political expleitation, esrestslly; in the UN. They aight risk violent: 
exccouzters in atterpts to penetrate the blockade, but they would not ree 
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sort to major force in the area of Crba or forceful retaliation elsewhe: ? 
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αἱ least initially. If US enforcement of the blockafe Δπνονεᾶ vse of 
farce by the US, the Soviets might responi on an equivalent level, but 
vould seek to avoid escalation. Ste 


16. Thus any blockade situation would place tke Soviets unjer no 
impediate pressure to choose ἃ response with force. They could rely on 
political means to cozpel the US to desist, and reserve ἃ resort to force 
until the US had actually used force. They vould estimate that the in- 
herent difficulties of enforcing the blockade and the generally sdverse 
reactions, including those of US allies to it, vould result in enormous 
pressures on the US to desist. They could heighten these pressures by 
threatening retaliation in Berlin or actually undertaking major harass- 
nents on the access routes, which could becone tantamount to a blockade, 


eni would probably do so et some stege. 


17. We do not believe that even a severe blockade. cf itself, would 
bring down tke Cuban regire. Castro would tighten intcrnal security ax4, 
unless acticn against the regize subsequeatly developed on Cuber soll, 
the Cuban population would be increasingly reluctazt to o;poze the repire. 


Direct action would still be required to bring dowm the Castro recize. 


SOVIET REACTION TO USE GF MILITARY FORCE 


18, In the case of US use of force areinst Cuban territor:, the: 
likelihood of a Scviet response Ly force, either locally or for retzli-- 


tion elsevhere, would be greater than ir the cece of Ὁ). τεῖος Toe 
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Soviets νον ἃ be placed automatically under great pressure to respond in 
vays vhich, 1f they could not save Cubs, vould inflict en offietting 12- 
jury to US interests. This vould be true whether the action vas limited 
to en effort to neutralize the strategic misciles, or these misciles plus 
eirfields, surface-to-air missile sites, or cruise missile sites, or in 


fact an outright invasicn designed to destroy the Castro regime. 


19. In reaction to any of the various forms of US action, the Sovicts 
would be surprised and probably alarmed, since they appear to have esti- 
tated that the US would probably not take military action in the face of 
Soviet varnings of the danger of nuclear var. They would recognize that 
US military ection posed a major challenge to the prestige of the USSR. 
_We must of course recognize the possibility that the Soviets, unser prec- 
sure to respon", would again miscalculate and respond in a vay which, 


through a series of actions and reactions, could escalate to general var. 


20. On the ctker hand, the Soviets have no public treaty with Cuda 
and have not acknowledged that Soviet bases are on the island. This 
eituation provides them with a pretext for treating US military ectiu: 
against Cuba as δῷ affair which does not directly involve then, and 
thereby avoiding the risks of a strong response. We do not believe that 
the USSR would ettack the US, either from Soviet bases or vith its nis- 
siles in Cuba, even if the latter were operational and not put out of 


action before they could be readied for firing. 
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2). Since the USSR would almost certainly not resort to ξΈΣΕΣΘΙ νὰν 
and could not hope to prevail locally, we believe that the Soviets would 
consider retaliatory actions outside Cuba. The timing and selection of 
euch moves vould depend heavily upor the immediate context, of events and 
the USSR's appreciation of US attitudes. The most likely location for 
broad retaliation outside Cuba appears to be Berlin. They would prodably 
react here with major barassvents, interruptions of access to the city or 
even a blockade, with or without the signing of a seperate peace treaty. 
Retaliation against some US installation overseas is possible but in our 


view unlikely. 


22. We believe that there would probably be a difference between 
Soviet reaction to all-out invasion and Soviet reaction to more licites 
US use of force against selected objectives in Cuba. We belicve that 
the Soviets would be somewhat less likely to retaliate witb military force 
in areas outside Cuba in response to speedy, effective invasion than in 
response to pcre lirited forms of military action against Cuba. We 
recognize that such an estirste cannot be made with very greet ascurence 
and do not rule out the possibility of Soviet retaliation outside Cuba 
in case of invasion. But we believe that a rapid occupation of Crsa 
would be more likely to make the Soviets pause in orening ne~ thsaters 


of confiict than liciteé action or action which drags out. 


23. Finally, we believe that, whatever course of setelistica 420 
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USSR elected, the Soviet leaders would not deliberatcly irit-ate gene: 
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